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LEAXS and techanigues of lzcaks oc-
curring during the development of the:
CSALT [ and SALT Ii agreements are
similar in all respects. The Carter Ad-
ministration and the Nixon Administra-|
tion desired to have their respective SAL’ 1']
agreements ratified by the US Senatel
tefore the Presidential election. In an’
effort to expedite the finalization of their
SALT agrsements, each Adiministration;
has been inclined to make concessions to,
the Soviets. These concessions were often!
110t believed to be in the best interest of our’
national security by certain members of the
Senate Armed Services Committee; hence,
each side aired its feelings by “leaking”™:
highly classified data to the press to sway -
public opinion. i
Now that we are in the fourth quarter, so !
to speak, of the Arms Race Superbowl, |
also more commonly known as the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT
I1) agreements, we can expect a rash of
icaks until the final whistle blows. Rest
assured that there will be one luscr-—the‘
US public. i
My knowledge of and interest in leaks
stems from my experience in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense as Chief of the
Investigation Divistion, Directorate fori
Inspeciion  Services. This  office in-
- vestigated major criminal and security:
matters for the Office of the Secretary of
Dezfense, Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, :
and the Defense Intelligence Agency. From |
August 1965 until December 372, while,
Chief Investigator, I handlzu 122 leak |
cases. Even after I left the Dic~vtorate for
I'bp“ctxon Services in Decemn-r 1972 for
the position of Inspector Gereral of thel
rewly formed Defense lnvca gative Ser—|
vice (umll my retirement in June 1975), I
was recalled to handle cerrun sensitive,
leak cases, {
Why SALT Leaks !
We have SALT leaks because we hﬁvc
two principal US groups involved with|
different objectives. We have the present.
Administration I shall call the “Vote,
Getters™ and we have the Senats Armed |
Services Committee which has the respon-
sibility to insure that any SALT trcaty
sigried provides adequate national :ecurity. |
This group I shall call the “Protectors.” |
There are two other minor groups who play |
a lesser role but cannot be ignored. They !
are the liberal Senators whom | shall call
the “Detractors.” They aren’t exactly sure
what they want. but to me it doesn’t appear |
that the strongest forra of naticnal secunty]
j5 their quest, and finally we have thel
“Extortionists,” a group of Sznators who‘
are more concerned with their p»rsona]
interests than they are with our national
security interests. Accordingly, the Vote]
Getters are sometimes pressured into}
buying their vote to insure ratification of!
the ts
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Extortionists have shown little need toj
engage in leaks. . !
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Top Secrets Become
Weather Bulleting

Probably the first vpen sword rattling
between the Vote Gettzrs and the Protec-
tors in the SALT Il debate appeared in the!
press on November 30, 1978, when Senator|
Henry Jackson (ID-WA), voiced his dis-|
contentment with the developing SALT II
agreements. Things may have gone
somewhat smoother except for the fact we
lost a vital intelligence capability-in Iran.,
As a result we no longer have the ability to:
closely monitor Soviet adherence to any'
ment.

Accordingly, the April 4, 1979 issue of |
the New York Times evidenced the first |
act of desperation on part of the Vote °
Getters. It came in the form of a leak of .
highly classified data to the effect that the |
US would be able to rmonitor Soviet
adherence to SALT 1l agreements through
the use of 4 modified version of the U-2
atrcraft, the type Gary Powers flew over the |
USSR for CIA until he was shot down in |
1954. Senator Jake Garn (R-UT) was
incensed over this leak and charged in the
letter-to-the-editor column of the |
Washington Post on April 11 that the !
leaked data was made available to the
public to create a misimpression of our ;
monitoring capability. (See May™ 1979
AFJ.) It was obvious that the Protectors
were not responsible for™ the leak,
because it served them no purpose. More-
over, that particular area was not the chief:
concern of the Detractors.

In the typical fourth quarter fashion of!
the Arms Race Superbowl., we could!
expect -and did receive a counter-leak,!
obvinusly this time by one of the Protec-!
tors. The lzak appeared in the New York
Times issue of April 17, to which hip-:
shooting press secretary Jody Powell
quickly and heatedly responded inso many
words that Senator Garn was responsible.
The Senator dented the accusation, and
Jody Powell later backed off his charge.

Let’s look at the new leak. It disclosed
that CIA Director Stansfield Turrer:
briefed a Senate committee on our fran:
intelligence capability loss and stated it
would be at least five years before we could
attain a cornparable capability to monttor
Soviet adherence -to the SALT I
agreements. Secretary of Defense Harold
Brown instantly countered ina Vote Getter
rescueeffort that we would be able to retain
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The bottom line is that once again the
public is the loser. Now the ‘Soviets know
how badly we've been hurt by our Iranian
intelligence capability loss, and they also
know of the U-2 as our second raie
alternative. Top secret information was -
g'iw n out like a public weather bulletin.
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Jackson's office. The Senator had been

was to be a SALT 1
At the cxpense of National
Security, the Vote Getters made their Top
secret point and the Protectors made their

1972, each time there

discussion.

Top secret point. On2 one of the more

"explosive lerks in 1969, I had occasion to

intervisw Paul Nitze, then our chief SALT ©
I nagotiator. His comment was, "I consider

the disclosure to be a deliberatz lzak of
information by well-informed sources who

indulged in a very dangerous practice for-:

the purpose of placing the Soviet missile
warfare capability before the US public.”
He further advised that the figures diclosed
in the news story were very accurate and
highly classified.

Beecher's 22 Investigations

Probably the greatest SALT leak of all !

times appeared in a New York Times
article by William Beecher on July 23,
1971; it was entitled “US Asks Soviets to
Join in Missile Moratorium.” The article
appeared one day before a scheduled
SALT I'meeting on July 24 with the Soviets
in Helsinki, Finland. President Nixon was
absolutely livid, as the article exposed our
fall-back position to the Soviets. let me
say bluntly that all hell broke Joose. I was
called at homé on Saturday morning to
begin an investigation. I had my first
meeting with the newly appointed White
House “plumber” chiefs, Egil Krogh and
David Young. The FBI was also called;
however, since I had develaped the prime |
suspect, Dr. William VanCleave, Paul
Nitze's top aide, I more or less carried the
ball. President Nixon's blind anger toward
VanCleave (whom we later proved inno-
cent) was displayed on the now raleased
White House tapes. But VanCleave en-
joved the same reckless public hip shooting ,
from the Nixon Vote Getters that Senator ¢
Garn recently did from Jody Powell,
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VanCleave became a suspect because two |
days before the Beecher article appeared, !
Beecher visited VanCleave, Also, ,‘
VanCleave, like so many top government |
aides, could not be bothered with security |
regulations such as "do not reproduce the ;
original,” a statement which appeared ona |
highly sensitive document in his possession |
and which he nevertheless, chose to|
reproduce. I

Although vindicated of the major crime, |
he was censured for security violations |
uncovered during the investigation. The !
fnvcstiga(ion was probably one of the most :
intensive ever undertaken. Beecher's path, .
for instance, was retraced 01 a minute-to- |
minute basis. His past modus operandi was |
well known to us, and it was of help. His
travels led him to Senator Henry “Scoop™ é
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briefed earlier in the week by State|

Department aides. Naturally, the obvious !

T iffarent
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next step was to interview Senator:
Jackson. This required White House
approval, but it was never obtained. |
The last and final SALT | leak that 1!
investigated appeared in the New York.
Times ou March 21, 1973 —another article |
M William Beecher, this one entitled “US
2ys Soviets Improve ICBMs.” Although
he SALT 1 treaty had been signed, this
l:ak was made to show the public wel
lagged the Soviets in arms and to develop
support for the Nixon Vote Gettersin their
cffons for a larger supplemental ap-,
proprietion. Actually, neither Defense |
Secretary Melvin Laird nor his successors
koew the Vote Getters were handing out
these leaks. because to give the leak
more credibility the Vote Getters would ;
raise a storm—and I'd be hurriedly calied
to investigate again. The most interesting !
thicg about this last leak was that it
suddenly occurred to me that on every
mazjor leak we had on SALT I, William
Beecher was the reporter with all the hard
{zcts. (Other prominent reporters had
stories, but as I explained to one later, he
¢nd the others just had “crumbs.” That
reporter demanded to know how I could ;
state that, I said, “Very simply, if you had :
tha hard facts, we would have opened a
case on your article.” Only then did he
realize that he had been part of the Nixon
Vote Getiers® smoke screen.)
In my final report, I showed how I
arrived at the fact that the Nixon Vote|
Griters were responsible for several con-!
trived leaks. S
Being the*favorite son’ ‘reporter was not’
all bad for William Bescher: in April 1973,1
1ust one month after the above leak and
six months after SALT 1 ratification, he;
was appointed Deputy Assistant Secretary:
of Defense for Public Affairs. Subsequent-f
ly. he became the Acting Assistant]
Secretary of Defense for Public Affaxrs,'
complete with the car and chauffeur which
then went with that position.
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Now the Soviets know how ;

badly we've been hurt by our
Iranian intelligence capsability
loss, and they also know of the
U-2 as our second rate
alternative.

Beecherleft the Pentagon in May of 1975
and on June Ist he joined the Boston

Globe., On July 31, Beecher printed:
another big lzak: “US Believes Israel Has!
More Than 10 Nuclear Weapons.™:

Although I had already retired, ] wasca lled
at home by a high Pentagon official and
“asked where 1 thouyght Beecher got hxs
story. I laughed and recall saying, “Where |
else? You left the fox in the hen house.”
The fact that my office had run 22 leak "
investigations of William Beecher’s articles !

certainly had no bearing on his Pentagon Wicker of the New
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appointment.

naturally arises: after all the SALT I
leaks are tabulated. which prominent
news reporter will be as lucky as William
Beecher? '
Can Lesk Cases Be Solved? !
Contrary to popular misconception, ’
leak cases can be solved. Unfortunately,
as far as national security interests are
concerned, the cure most often is worse
than the illness. By that I mean: inaneffort
to put the guilty party in jail. we must
declassify the classified data involved in,
arder to go to trial. In doing so. foreign
enemy intelligence becomes privy to our
secrets—that we cannot afford as a rule.
and thus must forego prosecution.
Prosecution is not the only form of
punitive action. During my tenure. I've
seen three flag officers punished -—one was
transferred, one was requested to retire,
and one had his career advancement
terminated. A civilian was reduced from
GS-18 to GS-15. and others in the civilian
ranks and military were administratively
disciplined. The most effective tcol for

Schedule “C” appointees (political ap-
pointees) was to neutralize

them—

excluding them from receiving semitive !

documents and from high level con-
ferences. One former high level civilian
employee serving as a consultant lost his
security clearances. Qur best security
contributions frequently came from our

investigative by-products—such as
developing “holes” in our own security
operations.

Prosecution Problems
Prosecution was not always thwarted by
so-calied “grey mail,” documents in ques-

tion whicn couldn’t be declassified. Politics
President Nixon, Senate Armed -

on part
Service: {_ommittee chairmen Sen: John
Stennic 103-M1), and Justice Department
officiai~ saic in 1971 and early 1972 and
later in 1974 obstructed the possible
successful prosecution of Yeoman Charles
E. Radford 1II, Rear Adm. Robert
Welander and Admiral Thomas Moorer,
then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Radford admitted stealing highly
classilied documents from the briefcases of
~Dr. Henry Kissinger, then head of the
National Security Council, and from!
General Alexander Haig, then a Presiden-
tial aide. Admirals Welander and Moorer
admitted receiving those documents. But
President Nixon couldn’t stand the public
embarrassment. Sen. Stennis dedicated

himself to protecting the military establish-
ment during his 1974 hearings on this!
matter—known as the Pentagon Spy Case. | !
The Justice Department performed in its;
typically lethargic manner. No action v.as}
ever tzken against anyone involved. !
Earlier in 1970, the Justice Department |
~fatled to take action against an Air Force |
paptam who distributed to the press a
secret- sensitive memo on our ABM (Anti- |
Ballistic Missile) position, prepared by
then Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird. !

| The case was turned over to Justice, which | :
" accepted it but later allowed Secr e!ary'
Laird to withdraw it. Laird informed’
Justice he had madec a deal with Tom
York Times that if:

!
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Wicker returned his copy of the memo in
question, no prosecutive action would be
taken. Wicker returned the memo, and.
through it we trepped the suspected Air
Force captain. Later, Wicker denied in a;
memo to Justice that he had ever madc}
such a deal. | received theabove data under}
the Freedom of Information Act. lnr—,’
sonallyv, I believe Wicker. He couldn’ have |
known that we couid use the mermo to trap !
the suspect. No action against the susprct;’
was taken.

Another casefrom whxch Justice ran was
when it was presented with evidence that
Fliiot Richardson. while Under Secretary!
of State, has caused top secret data to be!
feaked to Daniel Ellsherg of Pentagen|
Papers fame. That data subsequently)
turned up in a newspaper story in March of‘
1670, :

The long and short of leak mom«.ulnong
is that vou can only be prosecut ted if vou
meet ihe two {ollowing criteria:

(1) Youcannot be an important person;
and : i

{(?) You cannot know an impor[ant?
person. R



